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IO19 
Fred George 

November 12, 2015 

 

I019-1 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP and includes a list of environmental 

resource topics affected by the project. The Draft EIR evaluates project- and cumulative-

impacts to the environmental resources listed and provides all feasible mitigation to reduce 

significant impacts. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will 

take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP 

into consideration when making decisions regarding the project.  
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IO20 
Elizabeth Hale 

October 23, 2015 

 

I020-1 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP, but does not address the content, 

analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board 

of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the 

proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions regarding the project.  

The comment also points to other comments provided on the Draft EIR. Please see 

responses to comments provided throughout this Final EIR. 
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IO21 
Robert and Elizabeth Heinz 

December 7, 2015 

 

I021-1 The comment describes existing traffic conditions on SR 267 and expresses concerns 

related to the project’s effect on evacuation routes. While the photos are not dated, it 

appears that a portion of the congestion depicted in the Kings Beach photo is due to a 

construction-related lane closure. Please see Master Response 9, which addresses these 

issues. 

I021-2 The comment questions the Draft EIR population assumption of 2.5 persons per unit (see 

Chapter 6, “Population, Employment, and Housing”). This rate is consistent with the rate 

used in the Martis Valley Community Plan (MVCP). This number is slightly less than the 

average household size in unincorporated Placer County in 2010 (2.57 persons per 

household), as shown in Table 6-4 of the Draft EIR.  

I021-3 The comment expresses opposition to the project due to development of the ridge lines and 

adverse effects on night skies. Project-related impacts to scenic vistas and light and glare 

were analyzed through modeling and visual simulations, and determined to be less than 

significant, as described in Draft EIR Impact 9-1, “Adverse effects on scenic vistas,” and 

Impact 9-4, “New sources of light and glare.” Please see response to comment IO18-42 

regarding the technical analysis that was conducted for the visual resources evaluation in 

the EIR. Please also see Master Response 4, which addresses the visual resources 

evaluation methodology. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 

will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and ridgeline protections into 

consideration.  

I021-4 The comment expresses concerns related to the additional effects that would result from 

construction of the Brockway Campground, and potential effects on emergency evacuation. 

Please see Master Response 4, related to the Brockway Campground proposal and 

cumulative effects, and Master Response 9, regarding emergency evacuation, where these 

issues are addressed.  

I021-5 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP. The Placer County Planning Commission 

and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or 

qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions regarding the 

project.  

I021-6 The comment includes images of traffic conditions on SR 28 at SR 267 eastbound, 

approaching Kings Beach, and westbound, approaching Tahoe Vista referenced in the 

commenter’s first comment. Please see response to comment IO21-1.  

I021-7 The comment provides images from 75 feet above ground level on the West Parcel. Please 

see response to comment I021-3. 

I021-8 The comment provides images of fires and accidents along Interstate 15, between Los 

Angeles and Las Vegas, and images of the King Fire (September 2014). Please see 

responses to comments IO21-1 and IO21-4. 
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IO22 
Helluvajob Housecleaning  

Kim Smith  

December 3, 2015 

 

IO22-1 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP project. The Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the 

merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project. 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County 

Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 3.5-209 

 
  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

 Placer County 

3.5-210 Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 

IO23 
Kristina Hill  

December 17, 2015 

 

IO23-1 The comment takes issue with the statement that the project site is adjacent to existing 
development. Section 6.2 of the Draft Specific Plan states, “The MVWPSP is nestled adjacent 
to Northstar Resort…” However, throughout the Draft EIR, the description and analysis of the 
project recognizes the undeveloped land surrounding the West Parcel. For example, page 5-4 
of the Draft EIR explains: “Privately-owned, undeveloped forested areas along the western 
boundary of the West Parcel adjacent to the Northstar Resort include downhill ski areas, a 
variety of lodging and residences, and tourist and resort amenities.” Further, on page 5-20 
the Draft EIR explains that “lands adjacent to the East and West Parcels primarily contain 
forests that are utilized for recreation purposes similar to those that occur on the MVWPSP 
project site (see Exhibits 5-1 and 3-4).” The discussion under Impact 5-2, “Compatibility with 
surrounding land uses,” in Chapter 5, “Land Use and Forest Resources,” states that lands 
adjacent to the East and West Parcels primarily contain forests that are utilized for recreation 
purposes. The discussion goes on to say that the West Parcel development area would be 
located in proximity to the Northstar Resort, which is correct.  

IO23-2 The comment may be referring to the Martis Valley Opportunity Project, which is the proposal 
to preserve the 6,376-acre East Parcel as described on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR, under 
“East Parcel Proposed Land Use Designations, Zoning, and Land Uses.”  

The statement about the project resulting in “unavoidable negative significant impacts” is 
acknowledged. These issues are evaluated and disclosed, and mitigation measures 
recommended, as required by CEQA (PRC Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA 
Guidelines (Title 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.).  

IO23-3 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR compares impacts to a hypothetical baseline. See 
Master Response 3 regarding the baseline environmental conditions used to determine 
environmental impact conclusions in the Draft EIR. As discussed in Master Response 3, the 
baseline conditions for the MVWPSP Draft EIR are generally the conditions as they existed at 
the time that the March 2014 NOP was published. Section 1.3, “Definition of Baseline,” in 
Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR defines the baseline physical conditions by which Placer County 
(the lead agency) determined whether an impact was significant. The baseline conditions for 
each environmental resource topic are described under “Environmental Setting” throughout 
Chapters 5 through 18 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR does not compare impacts to a 
hypothetical full buildout of existing plans. However, as a planning document that would 
supersede the MVCP, the MVWPSP would result in a shift of allowed residential and 
commercial development from the East Parcel to the West Parcel. Therefore, a discussion of 
the existing land use designations, the development potential, and the estimated associated 
population under the MVCP on the East Parcel is necessary in disclosing the existing setting 
and the effects of the project (see Master Response 3 for additional details). 

It is unclear to what traffic impacts the comment is referring. Chapter 10, “Transportation 
and Circulation” of the Draft EIR did not identify beneficial impacts.  

IO23-4 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR did not include the proposed Brockway 
Campground project in the cumulative analysis. This is incorrect. The Brockway Campground 
proposal is listed as a cumulative project in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (see Table 4-2) and 
considered in the cumulative impacts of Chapters 5 through 18. See Master Response 2 
related to the Brockway Campground proposal and cumulative effects.  

IO23-5 The comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and recommends denial by 
decision makers. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take 
the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into 
consideration when making decisions regarding the project.  
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IO24 
An LaBarre  

November 20, 2015 

 

IO24-1 The comment includes a request to keep horse trails open. It is unclear to which horse trails 

the commenter is referring. As explained in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR (page 3-11), the East 

Parcel contains approximately 40 miles of existing informal and unauthorized trails that are 

assumed to be retained. The Draft EIR analyzes potential effects on existing recreational 

facilities in Chapter 17, “Public Services and Recreation.” 
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IO25 
Law Offices of Donald B. Mooney 

Attorney for the Mother Lode Chapter of the Sierra Club 

Donald Mooney 

 

IO25-1 The comment provides background information on CEQA requirements and asserts that the 

Draft EIR is insufficient. As discussed in the following responses and Master Response 1 

regarding recirculation, the Draft EIR contains a thorough and adequate analysis of the 

potential project-specific and cumulative effects of the proposed MVWPSP Project and 

recirculation of the EIR is not warranted. 

 The comment also cites comments submitted by Friends of the West Shore and the Tahoe 

Area Sierra Club. Please refer to responses to comments in letter IO18. 

IO25-2 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR fails to present a detailed project description and 

cites concerns with the MVWPSP conceptual plan and the flexibility in siting projects within 

the Specific Plan’s land use designations. Please refer to response to comment IO18-3. The 

comment also asserts that the development agreement should be included in the Draft EIR. 

Please refer to response to comment IO51-26. 

IO25-3 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR segments the environmental review of the project, 

asserting that the Draft EIR should consider future development in the Lake Tahoe Basin and 

the Brockway Campground proposal. The suggestion that the Draft EIR analyzes neither 

future development in the Tahoe Basin nor the Brockway Campground is erroneous. As 

explained in response to comment IO18-7, the project does not propose development or land 

use changes on lands within the Tahoe Basin and no action by TRPA is required to 

implement the Specific Plan. The Brockway Campground proposal is listed as a cumulative 

project in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR and considered throughout the cumulative impacts of 

Chapters 5 through 18. Furthermore, the Brockway Campground Project is a separate 

proposal for which environmental review has not yet commenced, and which will be within 

the jurisdiction and decision-making authority of both TRPA and Placer County. Please see 

Master Response 2 regarding the Brockway Campground proposal. 

IO25-4 The comment raises concerns regarding range of alternatives considered in the Draft EIR. 

Please see Master Response 10 and response to comment I018-74. 

IO25-5 The comment raises concerns regarding the baseline used to evaluate potential 

environmental impacts, stating that it should be based on existing physical conditions. The 

comment incorrectly states that the impact analysis compares the project impacts with a 

project that would allow an additional 600 units. The EIR properly acknowledges the current 

zoning and planned uses for the East Parcel, which would be modified under the proposed 

project; it does not assume the buildout of the East Parcel as the baseline for project 

analysis. Please see Master Response 3 regarding the environmental baseline. Also refer to 

response to comment IO18-6. 

IO25-6 The comment suggests that the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions is inadequate as it is 

founded on an improper baseline. Please see Master Response 7 regarding the analysis of 

GHGs as well as Master Response 3 regarding the environmental baseline.  

IO25-7 The comment raises concerns regarding the “business as usual” approach for analyzing GHG 

emissions. Please see Master Response 7 regarding the analysis of GHGs.  

IO25-8 The comment provides background information on CEQA requirements relative to visual 

resources. The comment indicates the commenter’s support for comments submitted by the 

Friends of the West Shore and Tahoe Area Sierra Club (comment letter IO18). Please refer to 
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responses to comments IO18-41 through IO18-75, which contain detailed responses to the 

comments referred to in this comment.  

IO25-9 The comment states that the proposed project would not be consistent with the Placer 

County General Plan, MVCP, and TRPA goals and policies. First, as explained in response to 

comment IO18-7, the project does not propose development or land use changes on lands 

within the Tahoe Basin and no action by TRPA is required to implement the Specific Plan and 

no EIS is required pursuant to TRPA regulations. CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d) provides 

that an EIR shall analyze a project’s consistencies with “applicable plans.” CEQA does not 

require an agency analyze a project’s consistency with inapplicable plans. (Chaparral Greens 

v. City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, 1145, fn. 7; City of Long Beach v. Los 

Angeles Unified School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, 919.) Second, in response to 

concerns regarding project consistency with the General Plan and MVCP, the proposed 

MVWPSP is consistent with applicable MVCP and Placer County General Plan policies, as 

addressed in Chapter 5 and Appendix D of the Draft EIR, including analysis of the project’s 

consistency with General Plan Policies 1.K.1 and 1.K.6; some policies are proposed for 

change as part of this project, and in that regard please see response to comment IO18-5. In 

addition, please refer to responses to comments IO18-41 through IO18-75, regarding 

concerns related to scenic resource analysis. 

IO25-10 The comment suggests that the visual analysis in the Draft EIR did not take into account the 

height of buildings allowed by the MVWPSP. The visual analysis included two approaches, a 

visual profile study that assessed the project site’s visibility from numerous viewpoints (see 

Draft EIR pages 9-9 through 9-25); and visual simulations of the project from the viewpoints 

with the greatest potential to be adversely affected (see Draft EIR page 9-30 for a description 

of the approach).  

Both of these approaches evaluated the maximum building height allowed under the 

MVWPSP. As noted on page 9-9 of the DEIR, some of the visual profiles evaluated the 

visibility of structures of up to 75 feet in height. This provides a conservative evaluation of 

the visibility of structures because structures on the highest points in the MVWPSP that have 

the greatest potential for visibility from the Tahoe Basin would be limited to 60 feet in height 

(see MVWPSP page B22). Furthermore, the visual profiles assessed whether sightlines to 

structures associated with the MVWPSP would be blocked by topography. The ridgeline that 

separates the MVWPSP from the Lake Tahoe Basin includes existing trees that are taller than 

the maximum buildings heights allowed by the MVWPSP, which would also block views of the 

structures. As described on page 9-30 of the Draft EIR, the visual simulations incorporated 

three-dimensional models of buildings that assumed that every building “would achieve the 

maximum allowable height and that they would be measured from the highest point within 

each building’s footprint, rather than the average elevation, as required by Placer County”. 

Thus, the visual analysis in the Draft EIR reflects a conservative approach that considers the 

maximum building heights that could be allowed under the MVWPSP. See also Master 

Response 4, which provides additional detail on the visual analysis methodologies. 

IO25-11 The comment cites a peer-review of the visual simulations prepared for the Draft EIR and 

refers to a statement in the peer review findings, by Richard Tsai. In his peer review, Richard 

Tsai suggested using a more specific tree-for-tree model in simulating the effects of close-

range impact in views such as the Fibreboard Freeway. At the time of the peer review, the 

project included 112 acres located in the Tahoe Basin. The boundary of the 112 in-Basin 

acres touched the Fibreboard Freeway, and the nearest structure was 500 feet from it.  

The 112 in-Basin acres were subsequently removed from the project, and the closest 

structure is separated from Fibreboard Freeway by 1,100 feet of off-site trees and terrain. 

Square One’s terrain modeling indicated that the viewshed of structures would be blocked by 
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terrain, rather than by trees. Therefore, the preparation of a specific tree-for-tree model 

would no longer provide benefit to the analysis. 

IO25-12 The comment suggests that the visual simulations used in the Draft EIR analysis did not 

reflect tree removal associated with defensible space. 

 As described on page 3-30 of the Draft EIR, the MVWPSP would require that “defensible 

space is established and maintained to meet the requirements of NCSD Ordinance 26-09”. 

NCSD Ordinance 26-09 requires a 5-foot buffer around buildings, removal of tree limbs that 

are within ten feet horizontally or vertically of any structure. It also includes spacing 

distances for trees within 100 feet of structures. The simulations created three-dimensional 

models of existing trees and removed trees under the footprint of roads, driveways, and 

building, within a 10-foot setback from houses and 5 feet from each side of roads. It also 

simulated 50 percent transparency through the remaining trees (Square One 2015), which 

provides a conservative representation of tree removal from defensible space or natural 

mortality outside the ten-foot buffer around structures. This approach provides an accurate 

visual representation of tree removal consistent with the tree removal requirements in MCSD 

Ordinance 26-09. See also response to comment IO18-61, which addresses this topic. 

IO25-13 The comment asserts that the proposed Brockway Campground should be considered in the 

EIR. Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding the Brockway Campground proposal and 

the cumulative analysis. See also response to comment IO25-3, which addresses this topic. 

IO25-14 The comment requests that the EIR include additional mitigation measures including 

additional restrictions on building height, prohibiting structures near the top of the ridge, and 

requiring a detailed tree survey and planting plan. The Draft EIR identified one significant and 

unavoidable cumulative aesthetic impact of the project, Cumulative Impact 9-9. The nature 

and extent of this impact was explained in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIR. In sum, the project 

would result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts from light and glare visible 

in the Martis Valley; the MVWPSP would not result in a considerable contribution to 

cumulative impacts from light and glare visible from nearby recreation areas or the Lake 

Tahoe Basin. 

 The State CEQA Guidelines provide direction on mitigation measures (CCR Section 15126.4) 

stating that “An EIR shall describe feasible measures which could minimize significant 

adverse impacts…”, and clarifying that “Mitigation measures are not required for effects 

which are not found to be significant.” Two of the mitigation measures proposed in the 

comment address visual effects on the Lake Tahoe Basin (limiting height and the location of 

development). As described in the Draft EIR, and explained above, development associated 

with the MVWPSP would not be visible from viewpoints in the Lake Tahoe Basin and would 

have less-than-significant effects on visual resources in the Lake Tahoe Basin. Therefore, the 

mitigation measures proposed to reduce impacts on the Lake Tahoe Basin are not necessary 

or required. 

 The suggestion for a detailed inventory and planting plan identifying the size, age, and health 

of individual trees is not necessary to assess impacts of a specific plan nor required by 

Placer County. Please refer to the response to comment IO18-13, which describes the level 

of detail available in the MVWPSP, and the process for review of subsequent development 

proposals under the MVWPSP. Because the exact location and characteristics of individual 

structures within the MVWPSP cannot be known at this time, it is not possible to identify the 

age, health, size and other characteristics of individual tress that would be removed. It is also 

not necessary to identify this information or develop a site-specific planting plan because (1) 

the EIR analysis includes a conservative estimate of tree removal in and surround structures 

and throughout the MVWPSP (see response to comment IO25-12 and IO15-61); and (2) the 

MVWPSP includes standards that limit tree removal to the minimum amount feasible (see 
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MVWPSP page B5) and minimize construction effects on trees to be retained (MVWPSP page 

B10), which are enforceable through the County’s design/site review process. As discussed 

above in responses to comments IO25-10 through IO25-13, the visual resources analysis in 

the Draft EIR is comprehensive and accurate, using state-of-the-art tools to evaluate visual 

impacts for development projects. Therefore, the conclusions of the Draft EIR are supported 

by substantial evidence, and additional mitigation is not required.  

IO25-15 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR is insufficient and should be recirculated. See 

responses to comments IO25-1 through IO25-14 as well as responses to comment letter 

IO18. As discussed in Master Response 1, regarding recirculation, the Draft EIR contains a 

thorough and adequate analysis environmental effects of the proposed MVWPSP Project, 

and recirculation of the EIR is not warranted. 

 


